Background {#Sec1}
==========

Pancreatic carcinoma is a leading cause of cancer-related mortality. Although surgery is the standard treatment of pancreatic cancer, only 20% of patients are diagnosed with resectable disease \[[@CR1]\]. The outcomes after chemoradiation for unresectable pancreatic cancer are poor, mainly because commonly used doses are not lethal for adenocarcinoma. The irradiated volume is correlated with significant gastrointestinal toxicity \[[@CR2]\]. Moreover, dose escalation is not possible without exceeding normal tissue dose constraints while including regional lymph nodes \[[@CR3]\]. The reduction of the conformal fields to include only the gross tumor volume (GTV) plus margins to account for microscopic disease (clinical target volume, CTV), tumor motion (internal target volume, ITV) and treatment setup, (planning target volume, PTV) results in better tolerance \[[@CR4]--[@CR6]\]. The recently published American-French Consensus proposes that PTV includes the GTV, with a shaped aperture margin of 15 to 20 mm in LL and AP directions and a margin of 20 to 30 mm in the SI direction, to take into account microscopic spreading, respiratory movements and set-up margin \[[@CR7]\].

Performance of four-dimensional computed tomography (4D-CT) simulation with the creation of an ITV might reduce the margins used to account for respiration \[[@CR8]\]. Controversy exists regarding whether one measurement of tumor motion can predict future movement \[[@CR9], [@CR10]\]. Excessive volume reduction can lead to excursions outside the designated PTV margin, resulting in underdosage of the target. On the other hand, larger margins will lead to unnecessary irradiation of organs at risk (OARs).

In this study we analyzed pancreatic tumor motion in detail during a period of \>3 h for each case and evaluated the application of several compensatory mechanisms to avoid systemic errors.

Materials and methods {#Sec2}
=====================

This retrospective study includes 20 patients with unresectable pancreatic cancer (11 women, 9 men) who were treated between December 2011 and August 2012. We used the CyberKnife® Robotic Radiosurgery System and Synchrony respiratory tracking system (Accuray Inc., Sunnyvale, CA). Plans were designed to cover 95% of PTV (CTV based on CT/MRI registration during relaxed exhale + 3-mm safety margin) with the prescribed dose. A total of 20 tumors were treated with three fractions of 10 Gy every other day. In total, 60 fractions were analyzed. Four gold markers (fiducials) were implanted percutaneously under the CT control (each fiducial within 30 mm from tumor center and fiducial constellation centroid within 10 mm of the tumor center). It is assumed that motion of the fiducial's center of mass (COM) closely approximates to the motion of the tumor's COM. Constrains for OARs were set: 10 ml \< 21Gy, 5 ml \< 15Gy, 700 ml \< 17Gy and 0,25 ml \< 18Gy for stomach, duodenum, liver and spinal cord respectively. Patients were asked to breathe normally during the irradiation.

Tumor motion detection {#Sec3}
----------------------

The Synchrony® Respiratory Tracking System \[[@CR11]\] records the breathing light signal from external markers on the chest and relates this signal to the X-ray coordinates of internal markers. The system calculates modelling error and an adaptive algorithm is used for online estimation of internal/external marker correlation error during the entire session (image frequency \> 1 per minute). The geometrical coordinates representing position of the fiducials in SI, LL and AP directions in time are extracted from the treatment X-ray images to "log" files. This method has been proven to have high accuracy regarding the evaluation of tumor motion \[[@CR12]\].

Reference measurement was calculated prior to treatment (in the day of planning CT) from the correlation model, based on the average value of tumor motion amplitudes within 2-5 minutes (at least 8 X-ray images to make correlation model, 5 X-ray images for confirmation of correlation model stability) or using constant upper/lower margins from American -- French consensus. All CyberKnife treatments involve an initial intrafraction alignment step (checking the position of both spine structures and fiducial markers), followed by continuous intrafraction respiratory motion monitoring and determination \[[@CR11]\]. According to the patient's precise setup (spine alignment with error less than 1 mm), no other data corrections were needed. Before each fraction, the correlation model must have been created. The analyzed data covered 95% of the total treatment time. Over 5000 positions of COM were recorded during the respiration cycles; approximately 800 of these, representing the maximum or minimum amplitude of tumor motion (periodical expiration or inspiration peak), were used for analysis.

Tumor motion analysis {#Sec4}
---------------------

To evaluate possible margins, under/overestimation of the tumor motion based on the reference measurement, we have derived the following formulas:

Where:

TAU - the time averaged margin underestimation,

TAO - the time averaged margin overestimation,

x~margin~ - the margin used for ITV determination (value from reference measurement or predefined value from American- French consensus),

x~j~ - the periodical tumor motion amplitude during the j-th portion of treatment,

t~j~ - the duration of the j-th portion of treatment (period with stable correlation model),

t~1~ + t~2~ + ...t~n~ -- the duration of the whole treatment (n is number of correlation models),

u - the number of portions of the treatment with underestimated margins,

o - the number of portions of the treatment with overestimated margins.

We used regression analysis to evaluate whether one or more measurements of tumor motion can adequately represent the motion of pancreatic tumors and to describe intra- and interfractional variation of tumor motion. We used linear regression function for modeling of influence of the reference and subsequent measurements in the SI direction. The linear function has the form y = b~0~ + b~1\*~x, where b~0~ equals a constant of the function (intercept on the vertical axis), b~1~ equals the slope of the linear function, x represents the first reference measurement and y represents subsequent measurements (Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}A). Our margin optimization uses the shift of the linear regression line. This approach was selected in order to lower the TAO when TAU is predefined (the same as in the American-French approach). Our new approach respects individual patient amplitudes of tumor movements caused by respiration, and enables the setting of margins of radiation to individual patients based on their reference measurement. The shift of the linear regression line along the vertical axis is made experimentally in order to find TAU nearest to the predefined value. The constant part of equation (b~0~) is changed by the shift, while the slope (which is defined by the function) remains constant. TAO is calculated from the formula afterwards.Figure 1**Regression analysis with equations for SI (A), LL (B), and AP (C) directions.** Pearson's correlation coefficient was 0.501 (p = 0.000), 0.1719 (p = 0.0225), and 0.3461 (p = 0.000) for SI, LL, and AP, respectively. Same and similar values are overlapping. 1A: The lowest line (y = 5,8732 + 0,4064\*x) is the result of regression analysis. The upper line (y = 13 + 0,4064\*x) is the result of TAU and TAO optimization.

Statistical analysis {#Sec5}
--------------------

Statistical analysis was performed using STATISTICA 10 software (Statsoft, Tulsa, OK). We used the Test for Difference Between Two Correlation or Regression Coefficients to distinguish between males and females, and the Test for Difference Between Two Regression Coefficients to distinguish between the slope of influence of respiration amplitudes on the reference measurement.

Results {#Sec6}
=======

The amplitude of COM motion during respiration varied widely among patients (range 7.3-27.3 mm in SI direction) and could vary intra-fractionally with a variation coefficient greater than 25%, for 25% of patients; moreover, the change of the tumor movement could be seen unexpectedly.

Margins to account respiration without a reference measurement {#Sec7}
--------------------------------------------------------------

Using a margin from the upper limit (20 mm) for the SI direction (considered in the American-French consensus) resulted in low average TAU, and only one tumor has been presented with TAU \>3 mm. Unfortunately, the use of this margin caused TAO greater than 8 mm, on average (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}). When a margin from the lower limit (10 mm) for the SI direction was used, the risk zone of TAU was \>3 mm; moreover, 8 out of 20 tumors (40%) can be missed by \>3 mm (range 3.5-13 mm).Table 1**Pancreas movement in SI direction during three fractions, TAO and TAU for lower and upper limit for SI direction considered in the American-French consensus**Superior- InferiorMotion (mm)Margin 10mmMargin 20mmPatientMaxMeanStdTAUTAOTAUTAO119.110.77.04.32.50.08.2211.08.52.00.30.80.010.9310.87.02.20.22.40.013.047.34.81.60.04.60.014.6525.317.85.18.80.00.72.0613.76.53.51.61.30.09.6713.89.32.60.60.60.09.9826.616.94.69.90.01.81.9924.39.83.81.11.00.310.21017.09.86.42.04.00.012.01114.69.23.00.81.60.010.71221.711.73.93.50.20.36.91327.323.42.213.00.03.60.71423.717.13.67.60.00.52.81510.37.11.80.12.60.012.6168.95.32.10.04.10.014.11726.117.64.410.20.01.91.7188.56.81.50.02.80.012.81925.217.54.37.30.00.22.5207.95.21.50.03.80.013.8Mean (range)17.2 (7.3-27.3)11.1 (4.8-23.4)3.61.60.58.5

Results were different for the LL and AP directions; the use of a margin close to the lower range of recommendation (5 mm) generated low TAU and TAO. When a higher limit (10 mm) was used, only a very small improvement of TAU was calculated, and TAO increased unnecessarily (Tables [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} and [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}).Table 2**Pancreas movement in LL direction during three fractions, TAO and TAU for lower and upper limit for LL direction considered in the American-French consensus**Latero-LateralMotion (mm)Margin 5mmMargin 10mmPatientMaxMeanStdTAUTAOTAUTAO13.52.01.40.02.90.07.923.92.71.10.02.30.07.336.14.80.90.30.50.05.446.52.61.90.22.30.07.157.94.72.20.61.10.05.567.71.92.40.90.90.05.574.22.11.50.03.20.08.389.15.52.31.90.40.03.595.01.91.50.02.70.07.7108.74.02.10.22.20.07.0113.21.80.90.02.90.07.9128.66.02.02.20.10.02.9138.36.71.81.80.30.03.51412.14.82.40.91.10.05.1152.21.80.30.03.20.08.2162.91.80.90.03.00.08.0178.14.32.20.80.90.05.1182.82.00.60.02.90.07.9195.72.01.90.22.20.07.0208.34.22.21.11.00.04.8Mean (range)6.2 (6.5-8.3)3.4 (2.6-6.7)0.51.80.06.3Table 3**Pancreas movement in AP direction during three fractions, TAO and TAU for lower and upper limit for AP direction considered in the American-French consensus**Anterior-PosteriorMotion (mm)Margin 5mmMargin 10mmPatientMaxMeanStdTAUTAOTAUTAO16.03.01.60.21.70.06.426.94.81.60.70.50.04.834.33.10.80.02.10.07.145.92.91.90.32.10.06.959.85.92.61.50.10.03.769.54.72.90.40.10.03.274.93.31.20.02.10.07.187.44.91.50.90.30.04.594.31.31.10.03.40.08.4106.04.31.50.41.30.05.9112.41.40.60.03.60.08.6129.05.61.81.30.30.04.0139.58.21.22.80.00.02.2147.44.61.40.40.90.05.5152.82.20.40.02.70.07.7163.40.90.80.04.10.09.11711.95.63.02.70.40.53.2183.92.80.80.02.20.07.2195.93.81.20.31.00.05.7203.52.40.70.02.80.07.8Mean (range)6.2 (5.9-9.5)3.8 (2.9-8.2)0.61.60.05.9

Margins to account respiration with a reference measurement {#Sec8}
-----------------------------------------------------------

Pearson's correlation coefficient indicated a modest correlation in the SI direction (Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}A) and very poor correlations in the LL and AP directions (Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}B, C). Given these results, we could not hypothesize any way to predict margins that would account for motions in the LL and AP directions based on reference measurements.

Using margins in the SI direction based on the reference measurement of respiratory tumor motion allowed us to avoid overdosage, with the average geometrical miss better than 3 mm (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}). However, 30% of patients had a risk zone of underdosage that measured \>3 mm (range 3.6 -- 7.4 mm)Table 4**Summary table of the different concepts to determine ITV in SI direction**Margin strategyConstant 10mmConstant 20mmReference measurementConstant 15 or 20 mmConstant 15 or 20 mm- manConstant 15 or 20 mm- womanRegression analysis all, y = 13 + 0.4064•xRegression analysis- man y = 8.5 + 0.7015•xRegression anylysis- woman y = 17 + 0.1804•xTAU (mm)3.60.52.30.50.30.70.50.30.7TAU \> 3mm (%)40%5%30%5%0%9%5%0%9%TAU \> 1mm (%)55%15%50%20%11%27%15%11%18%TAO (mm)1.68.52.75.66.25.16.75.67.4TAO \> 3mm (%)20%70%25%65%78%55%85%67%73%TAO \> 1mm (%)55%95%50%95%100%91%95%100%91%Margin- average (mm)102012.11716.717.317.915.819.4

Closer evaluation of the results clearly revealed the segregation of our patients into two groups, one with movement more than 15 mm, and the second with movement less than 15 mm in the SI direction (Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}A). To keep TAO and TAU as low as possible for patients with both types of breathing patterns, ITV margins had to be adjusted accordingly: 15 mm for shallow breathing and 20 mm for deep breathing (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}). Similar segregation was not observed for LL or AP directions (Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}B, C).

For the SI direction, we derived a "regression model" that added an extra margin to those acquired from the reference measurement (Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}A). As the results were far from optimal (only 2-3 mm margin reduction compared to a constant margin without reference measurement), we evaluated patient's variability more closely. Women and men are known to favor different types of breathing (chest vs. abdominal). Our results did not indicate any significant difference regarding tumor motion amplitudes (Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}A-C) for all three directions, while the tumor motion prediction was higher for men, especially in the SI direction (Test for Difference Between Two Correlation Coefficients, p = 0.0000; Test for Difference Between Two Regression Coefficients, p = 0.0001) (Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}D; Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}). Unfortunately, only modest margin reduction (1 mm) was seen.Figure 2**Tumor motion amplitudes and variability of prediction for men and women.** We observed no significant difference between men and women regarding tumor motion amplitudes in all three directions: SI p = 0.056 **(A)**; LL p = 0.549 **(B)**; and AP p = 0.052 **(C)**. Variability of prediction for the SI direction **(D)**, men: y = 2.2008 + 0.7015\*x; r = 0.7285; p = 0.0000; and women: y = 9.4583 + 0.1804\*x; r = 0.2695; p = 0.0163. Test for difference between two correlation coefficients, p = 0.0000. Test for difference between two regression coefficients, p = 0.0001. LL direction **(E)**, men: y = 1.7543 + 0.4717\*x; r = 0.4572; p = 0.000; and women: y = 4.6229-0.2843\*x; r = -0.2505; p = 0.026. Test for difference between two correlation coefficients, p = 0.0000. Test for difference between two regression coefficients, p = 0.0001. AP direction **(F)**, men: y = 1.8117 + 0.346\*x; r = 0.4538; p = 0.0000; and women: y = 2.7144 + 0.261\*x; r = 0.1993; p = 0.0802. Test for difference between two correlation coefficients, p = 0.07. Test for difference between two regression coefficients, p = 0.57.

Correlation between internal and external markers during respiration {#Sec9}
--------------------------------------------------------------------

To get correlation error less than 3 mm (median 1.53 mm, range 0.01-3.09 mm), we had to establish more than 3 correlation models per treatment (median 9.5 times, range 4-18) whenever we observed a correlation error between internal and external markers greater than 3 mm. The median duration of one model was 19 min (range 1-87 min). 10 out of 20 patients (50%) were presented with low stability between internal and external markers and more than 9 models had to been done per treatment (3 fractions).

Discussion {#Sec10}
==========

The treatment response of pancreatic tumors to radiotherapy treatment remains poor. Given the strong radioresistance of adenocarcinomas, dose escalation is needed but it is not possible without margin reduction \[[@CR3]--[@CR6]\].

In the present study, tumor motion was greatest in the SI direction, in agreement with data from other institutions \[[@CR2], [@CR9], [@CR10], [@CR13], [@CR14]\]. According to our measurements (20 patients, monitoring time 4676 min), the mean respiration amplitude between inhalation and exhalation was 11 mm (range 5-23 mm), which appears to be comparable to previously published results from larger studies. Bussels et al. obtained their data by using dynamic MRI to quantify pancreatic motion in 12 patients; instead of placing fiducials, they acquired one image every second for 1 min. They observed a larger degree of movement in the SI direction: 24 mm ±16 mm \[[@CR15], [@CR16]\] compared to our result (1 minute of monitoring seems to be short and MRI tumor detection could be less precise). Although smaller tumor motion amplitudes have also been presented, those studies are based on a much smaller number of measurements \[[@CR10], [@CR13], [@CR14]\]. Murphy et al. reported the results of only one patient imaged fluoroscopically for 1 min; the patient had three gold fiducials sutured into the tumor, and the maximal SI movement was 6 mm with breathing (13). Gierga et al. published a study of six patients who also underwent invasive marker placement and were observed fluoroscopically for 30 sec. The range of average SI motions was 4.4--12 mm (14). Hallman et al. concluded that the mean COM motion for pancreatic tumors was 5 mm (standard deviation 1 mm), with a range of 3 to 7 mm (10). We observed mean tumor motion of approximately 3 mm (range 3-7 mm) and 4 mm (range 3-8 mm) in the LL and AP directions respectively, which supports the recommendation for asymmetrical margins as published by Goldstein et al. \[[@CR9]\].

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to quantify under- or overestimation of tumor motion during a longer time period. With the use of TAO and TAU, we were able to derive margins for the optimization of underdosage and overdosage. Our analysis clearly shows the feasibility of the concept of larger margin (20 mm) considered by the American-French consensus \[[@CR7]\] for the SI direction, and lower (5 mm) for the LL and AP directions to account respiration. The use of smaller margins in the SI direction would cause an average underdosage zone of approximately 3 mm; moreover, 40% of patients would have an average geometrical miss of \>3 mm. Abdominal compression might be useful \[[@CR17]\] to minimize tumor motion, especially for the 50% of patients that presented with an average tumor motion of \>15 mm. Limitations of our study could be using the tumor tracking system to simulate reference measurement instead of 4DCT and short time of monitoring (3 fractions in 1 week compared to 5 weeks of fractionated radiotherapy).

Planning 4D-CT is commonly used to customize the internal margin in patients with abdominal tumors \[[@CR8]\]. Our results show that the motion of pancreatic tumors is modestly predictable with respiration in the SI direction (correlation coefficient r = 0.50) and unpredictable in the LL (r = 0.17) and AP (r = 0.35) directions when derived from the reference measurement. Margins based on the reference measurement of tumor motion avoid overdosage with an average geometrical miss of \<3 mm in our group. However, 30% of patients have a risk zone of underdosage \>3 mm caused by inter-/intrafractional changes of breathing pattern, that seems unacceptable. When Minn et al. \[[@CR18]\] compared the planning of 4D-CT motion with intrafractional motion measured in a single-fraction respiratory tracking radiotherapy; they found that the geometrical miss could exceed 10% for 16 out of 20 patients. Compared with our results, they found an additional modest correlation for the AP direction. However, only the average value from all consequential measurement points was used, compared to our approach assessing the correlation between reference and subsequent measurements \[[@CR18]\]. In a study of four pancreatic tumors monitored during 38 fractions, Ge et al. concluded that the motion measured with 4D-CT did not adequately represent actual motion during radiation therapy. The 4D-CT disagreed with 95% of the fractions, 55% of which were underestimated and 40% of which were overestimated \[[@CR19]\]. Cai et al. found that gated internal volume based on 4D-CT could underestimate tumor motion in respiratory-gated therapy, mainly because of breathing variability \[[@CR20]\]. James et al. found that the instability of internal target volume varied from 46% to 127% \[[@CR21]\].

Our results are not in compliance with recommendations for the use of 4D-CT \[[@CR9], [@CR10]\]. Goldstein et al. observed that the volumes and excursions were relatively unchanged during the treatment course, obviating the need for re-planning during treatment \[[@CR9]\]. However, the monitoring time was short, only two measurements were taken for 50% of patients, and inter-/intrafractional variability may have remained hidden; the duration of few breaths could not represent the entire treatment time. Hallman et al. recommend using respiratory gating towards the end of exhalation, which might substantially reduce the range of motion. They found an average shift of 5 mm (range 3-7 mm) for SI direction \[[@CR10]\]. Abdominal motion was determined by one respiratory cycle, which could be a limitation of this study.

We have derived two methods of ITV optimization based on the reference measurement. Our algorithms allow us to reduce the margin (approximately from 20 mm to 17 mm for women and from 20 mm to 16 mm for men) in the SI direction, compared with the use of constant margins without reference measurement. No additional risk of underdosage was found. Our preliminary results showed much better prediction capability for men than for women, resulting in a smaller ITV and lower risk of overdosage for men. The amplitude analysis has not shown any significant difference between men and women (Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}A-C). Even after detailed analysis, the predictability of movement in both the LL and AP directions remains poor. Moreover, we have detected occasional unpredictable COM shifts caused by intestinal and duodenal peristalsis; therefore, another extra margin might be added.

Finally, we had to create approximately 200 correlation models with median duration of 19 min (range 1-87 min) to obtain good correlation between tumor motion and skin markers (error smaller than 3 mm). This finding is in agreement with the results of Feng et al., who demonstrated poor correlation between the tumor position and the abdominal wall and diaphragm. Poor reproducibility in breathing pattern has also been shown \[[@CR16]\]. These additional uncertainties should be accounted for when image guidance with external markers (without fiducials) is used.

Conclusion {#Sec11}
==========

Our results support the use of a 20-mm margin in the SI direction and a 5-mm margin in the LL and AP directions to account respiratory motion without a reference measurement. ITV optimization, based on the reference measurement, allows a small margin reduction in the SI direction (approximately from 20 mm to 16-17 mm) and no margin reduction in the LL/AP directions, with no additional risk of underdosage when compared with the use of constant margins. Further margin reduction is only possible when there is on-line tumor motion control according to internal markers.
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